the staff's research capability through agreements with other research units within the Department of Labor, with the Educational Testing Service (ETS), and with Brandeis üniversity's Center for Employment and Income Studies (CEIS). Agreements with other federal agencies to operate other portions of YEDPA were another means of expanding the YEDPA management structure.
As a means of quickly disbursing funds and implementing programs under severe time constraints, the agreements with other parties were expedient. As a means of managing programs and research, however, that approach was not very effective. Of the four intermediary organiza-tions, only two, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) and the Corporation for Public/Private Ventures (CPPV), produced competent research on program impacts on participants. The results of programs operated by.the other two intermediaries, the Corporation for Youth Enterprises (CYE) and Youthwork, organizations created to manage YEDPA demonstrations, are largely unknown because those organizations, although they did produce reports, did not attempt to assess program impact in a quantitative manner that could be evaluated. The results of programs operated under interagency agreements are also unknown either because no program research was conducted or because research reports failed to meet our criteria of scientific evidence.  In general, considering the amount of YEDPA funds channeled through intermediaries and interagency agreements, remarkably little is known about the programs or their results.
The results of OYP's other agreements were also mixed. Agreements with other ETA research units to incorporate a youth sample in the National Longitudinal Survey (NLS) and YEDPA samples in the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS) data bases produced useful results. The agreement with the Educational Testing Service to establish a large national data base on YEDPA programs and participants, however, was poorly planned and implemented. The support provided by the Center for Employiaent and Income Studies was effective in documenting and assessing YEDPA programs, but CEIS's technical assistance and oversight of YEDPA research were not—and given the scale of the task, could not have been—sufficient to ensure the comprehensiveness of its research design or the quality of its execution, at least äs evidenced by our review.
CONCLUSIQN; The resources provided to the Office of Youth Programs were woefully insufficient to its Charge to mount and manage YEDPA programs and research. Lacking research staff and resources, OYP delegated responsibility for the design and evaluation of large portions of the YEDPA demonstration research agenda to parties outside the Department of Labor. The resulting management structure lacked sufficient control at the center to provide coherence in program objectives and policies, to monitor developments, and to ensure accountability.
These conditions had their greatest impact at the local level. With its additional reporting requirements, increased federal control over program design and target groups, increased Services to youths, and the demands of research and demonstration, YEDPA imposed substan-

